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references are furnished to a bibliograpliy at the end of the volume, 
containing the titles of the principal memoirs &c. which have been 
consulted. We are sorry to find that the author has not thought 
fit even to mention Cheshire’s treatise on ‘ Bees and Bee-Keeping ' 
in his bibliography, although it is certainly entitled to rank as the 
modern English classical work on the subject. The book is illus- 
trated with a number of figures, most of which Mr. Cowan states 
in his preface have been drawn for the purpose, while his indebted- 
ness for others is duly acknowledged. Mr. Cowan’s terminology is 
at times a little shaky : it is unfortunate that his definition of the 
word inosculation ” (p. 58) should allow the reader to infer that a 
muscle is a “ vessel ; ” and until we read this book we had never 
heard of vasa di^erentia, nor did we know that “ Samenlister ” was 
the German equivalent. The book is certain to be of much use to 
the comparative entomologist as well as to the intelligent bee- 
keeper. E. E. A. 


PBOCEEDIKGS OE LEAllXED SOCIETIES. 

GEOLOGICAL SOCIETY. 

Eebruary 25, 1891.— Dr. A. Geikie, E.K.S., 

President, in the Chair. 

The following communication was read; — 

“ On a Labyrinthodont Skull from the Kilkenny Coal-Measures.” 
By 11. Lydekker, Esq., B.A., E.G.S. 

The Author describes a skull fi'om Jarrow Collier}*, which ho 
refers -to Iclithyerpetmn^ and names /. hibeniicum^ giving reasons 
for its specific distinctness from I. {Erpetocephalus) rxigosnm, Huxley. 
He compares it with allied forms, and believes that it is a member 
of the group Bmchyoplm of Miall, and if so that we have a number 
of forms belonging to a type which is unknown above the base of 
the Permian in Europe, but which survived to later times in tho 
Indian, Australian, and Ethiopian regions. 

March 11, 1891.— Dr. A. Geikio, F.H.S., 

President, in the Chair. 

The following communication was read : — 

“ Tho Tudor Specimen of EozoonJ^ By J. W. Gregory, Esq., 
E.G.S., F.Z.S. 

After careful examination of all the slides and figures, and after 
consideration of Sir W. Dawson’s interpretation, the Author is 
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absolutely unable to recognize in the specimen any trace of the 
proper wall,” “ canals,” or ‘‘ stolon passages ” which are claimed 
to occur in Eozoon^ or any reasons for regarding the calcite bands as 
the “ intermediate skeleton” of a foraminifer. There are points in 
Sir W. Dawson’s figure which might pass as ‘‘ stolon passages,” but 
they appear very different in a photograph, and the specimen agrees 
with the latter. 

The Author, however, gives reasons for concluding that the case 
against the organic origin of the Tudor specimen does not rest on 
negative evidence alone ; for though the rock is much contorted, the 
twin lamelim and cleavage-planes of the calcite are not bent ; and 
the fact that the cr}’stalline bands cut across the bedding-planes 
further shows their secondary origin. 

The rock in which the specimen was found is not “ Lower 
Laiirentian,” and is included by Messrs. Selwyn and Vennor in the 
Huronian. 


MISCELLANEOUS. 

On Professor Jeffrey BelVs Notes on Nomenclature of British 
Starfishes f ivitli remarlcs on some Recent Crinoidea. By the 
Rev. Canon A. M. Norman. 

The critical revision of names suggested by Prof. Jeffrey Bell 
(Ann. & Mag. Nat. Hist, for Dec. and Feb. last) seems intended for 
frieudly criticism, as he himself assures me it was : and I therefore 
send the following items for the consideration of himself and 
others. 

These notes, moreover, are partly corrective of my own use, as well 
as of that of others. Unfortunately in the preparation of my list, 
‘Museum Normanianum, I. Echinodermata,’ I made the mistake of 
employing certain names as used by recent authors, instead of going 
into the matter again and seeing whether there were just grounds 
for changing nomenclature I had previously after mature considera- 
tion adopted. 


Cribrella versus Hcnricia. 

'When Sladen wrote “ Genus Crihrella (Agassiz), Forbes,” he 
thereby intended, I take it, to express a truth, name!}' that Agassiz 
first used the name, that Forbes more accurately defined the genus, 
and that he employs it in Forbes’s sense. 

Professor Bell says that Forbes in using Crihrella (or Crihella) 
“ perpetrated a robbery, which is now only (after half a century !) 
revealed to the world, which has been taught to revere his name. 
. . . . He thought perhaps that he was justified, when he had 
placed the species in Nardo’s genus LineJda (Mem. AVern. Soc. viii. 
p. J20) in 1839, and discovered his error and the fact that Crihrella 
was a synonym for that name a little later.” The implication is 


